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eleven nokilausen. Wisconsin .4ssociarion oi School ijodrus. un behali oi tne 
fi!$l!‘lC! 

E .I. Arends. W’EAC UniScr~; Council “2 1, on behalf of the Association 

r% “Id-y 1?, 19% the Wisconsm Employment Rel,tlonc Comm~rs~on 
appntnled Ihe UndersIgned Med!nror-Arhltrator pursuant !o Section 
I 1 I ?1)1‘l!lcm 1 hb of the Munrc~pal Employment l?elauons .4ct m lne al?puIe 
e.wwIg beIween the above named parties. Pursuant Lo sldiuwfv 
1-esponslblllnes ihe undrrslgnrd conducted a medlatlon session un August 
2 1, i 9% which did not resuit III resolution of the dispute. The matter XIS 
thereafter presented to the undersigned in an arbitration hearing conducted 
on the same date for final and binding determmatlon. Post heann;! exbblts 
Jnd briefs were filed by the parties which were exchanged by November 17, 
I’#6 Based upon a review of the t‘oregomg record. and utlhzmg the crlterla 
ser irxlh III SectIOn I 1 ! 7Ul4 trcm I WIS Stats the underslgned renaefs Ine 
ioliowinn arbltrauon award. 

The partles salary proposals for the 1983-86 and 1986-87 school years X? 
attached hereto ‘3 appendices. 

S x S % 

Board 1626 74 1690 7.2 
Association 1926 8.9 1893 79 

The Board estimates the difference between the partles’ salary proposals to 
be about S7SOO for 1985-86 and $2500 for 1986-87. 



Average rordt compensatton Increase 

1985-86 I ‘x36-87 

d % $ % 

The Asscciaiion s costing of the average Increase the parttrs saiary propusals 
follows 

1985-86 1986-87 

s x J r, 

Board i623 5.6 1685 5.4 

~sswiimon ! ?tj j 72 ISjS 62 

The Board is proposing that secondary teachers in 1986-Si wili be required 
!o work a schedule conststtng of five class pwtods, one superrtsor:; pertod, 
and one preparation period. This IS a change from a workload of five class 
pCTJnds, and two preparatton pertods 

The Boara also proposes reducing the compensalion received bv a teacher 
for teaching a 6th class , in iieu of the supervisory permd. by 50%. 

The parties also disagree as to which school districts should be utilized as 
cornparables for purposes of this proceedtng. 

The arbivator shouid take note of settlements across the State of W isconsin. 
UJ in Marinerte. Florence. and Forest counues, as well as the Whne Lake 
School Dtstrrct settlement In Langlade County The State of W isconsin shouid 
be used because a larger statistical sampling results in more valid 
compartstms. because the State’s funding formulas are designed to equalize 
the financial ability of all schools in the State to provide equal educationa! 
oppnrtunlt)r for chtidren, and lastly, tf statewrde averages are Ignored. the 
clq-mrtty between wage levels across the State would tncrense dramarrcauv 

ic IS also notrworthv thaw cix Pisurct IS the edsternm~st &SLI-ICI III an 
alhietic ccnt‘erence whxh 1s totally outstile the County III which the hstrtct 

resides. Relatedly, Marinette Count:; is the main economic and labor market 
for citizens tn the Beecher -Dunbar Pembine area. The Dtstnct :s closer to 
Niagra than any other town around, and shares a major source of income 
tram the large and prosperous paper mill there In additton, In past 
negottattons, comparisons with Niagara’s wage and fringe levels were 
infiuential. Relatedly, Wausaukee and Crivitz benefils were also historically 
very much a topic of discussion in District negotiations. The record also 
demonstrates that the other Marinette County districts are based on 
manufacturing economies, while three Conference districts, Elcho, Three 
Lakes, and Phelps. are dissimilar in this respect. These three Districts are 
also in a different CESA; they are all high evaluation-low state aid districts; 
all are quite removed from Marinette County where the District IS situated: 
and all are part 01 the property-rich resort area whtcn has lrttle In common 
with the District. 
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On the salary issue it IS important to note lhat the Buard’s proposai ~111 have 
a disparate effect on d number of the career teachers in the District In this 
regard there is no good reason why the teachers at the Bachelor’s top area of 
the schedule should receive so much less than similarly situated teachers In 
comparable dhtrtcts. 

ir IS also slgnliicnnr tnat under born parttes proposals tne Dlstnct w~li remain 
substantlaliv behind slate average teacher saiaries. iiowever. lhe Boaru s 
proposal will further erode the gdp that already exisls In this regard, dnd in 
addition. It does not even match the increases whrch have been granted m 
comparable districts in the region. On the other hand. the Association has 
proposed maeases which will just match regional increases and the gap 
between the District and State average salaries ~111 ccntinue to Increase. 

Regarding comparable settlements the Dlstrlct s evidence pertalnlng to tne 
~dlue oi such seuiemenrs is simpiv not reiiabie enough 10 utiiize in Lid 

pccree&ng. 

Pi’ith respect to the impact on the public. it is nolfworthy that the difference 
betTeen the parties’ salary proposals Ml only incr%se each aver%e 
taxpaying unit’s assessment by 93 cents for 1985-86 and $1.34 for 19X6-5’ 
Relatedly, the record uUYlcates that the Dlstnct’s economic environment IS no 
worse tnan other comparable discrtcts In the region which grarned much 
bigger raises than that contained in the Board’s final oiier. Although rhe 
Board has indicated that a weak farm economy supports the Board’s posnlun. 
this sould not be an issue since only .8X of the District’s population IS 
engaged in farming. 

Regarding the assignment issue, it IS important to note that when the 
Asscclatton obtained the current language regarding same, there was a quid 
pro quo grven ior It. Furthermore, the Board recogruzed Mat m a small 
aistricr mosL teachers had to prepare more differenl lessons because lhev 
teach more diKerent ciasses than they would in a larger district. 

On this issue the Board has ihe burden of justifying its requested change. :t 
has however introduced no evidence of problems that have arisen under the 
d:urrent contract m thi: regard. In addition, the concept of reducing !he 
amounl n1 pteparatlon time for teacher!: IS unsound educatrnnally and no! !n 
the pual~c mteresr. Also. Wausaukee and Nlngsra have prnvrslnns tn rhelr 
contracts tvnich are similar to the current language. 

Furthermore If the Board’s proposal prevails on this issue the contract Fdi 
contain inconsistencies in that one provision a-111 ;ll:o’~; for ;he involuntar:; 
assignment of supervisory periods without extra compensation, while 
another provides for the voluntary acceptance of extra curricular 
assignments. 

The Board’s proposal also eliminates rhe guarantee that no high schooi 
Ledcher will have to teach 7 classes in one day since it would allow fur the 
assignment of seven classes in unusual or emergency situations. , 

Lastly. the Board’s proposal provides no guarantees for the fair rotation of 
supervisory assignments, thus allowing no contractual remedy for unequal 
workload dlstrrbutlon. 
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DiSTRiCT PC6ITiGK: 

On the comparability issue, the Northern Lakes Athletic Conference school 
districts should be deemed comparable for purposes of this proceeding. In 
this regard, arbitrators have traditionally and consistently relied upon the 
athletic conference to determine comparability.1 In the instant case both 
parties have advanced seven of the Athletic Conference school districts as 
comparab!es. five of which have settled contracts for the 1’#5-& and 
19X6-&7 scnool years iCrandon, Florence, C;oodman Laona. and White Laker 
01~1 oi the three remaminp, Conference schooi distrlcls excluded bv Lhe 
Assocla~on. two are settled: Phelps and Three Lakes. W ith seven out of ten 
Conference dlstrlcts settled. there IS no basis whatsoever for expanding the 
camparable pool. This is particularly so since the record dcmonstratcs that 
TvJth respect to levy rates. equalized valuation, cost per member, and FTEs. 
on the average !he District 1s very similar to the Conference districts. 

+lthougn Ihe AwocJatJon has aelered three (?ml’erence dlsfrlcts lrnm J~S JJSt 
rri proposed comparabies on rhe basis that rhey are ‘arvpicai ‘, tne question 
1s. atvplcdi io what7 !f these three dlslrzts ace to be deleted due LO the fda 
that thev receive no state aJds and have high equahzed valuations. then why 
does it propose Goodman and Laona when they have relatively low equalized 
valuations and high state aids? 

The fact of the matter IS that the Association has presented no compellmg 
evlaence supporrlng non use of the Conference districts. [n this regard. 
airhough the Association asserts that in past negotialions comparisons with 
Niagra were influential, there is no record evidence to support ihis assertJon 
The same may be said of the AssocJatJon’s assertlon that Wausaukee and 
Cr&itz benefits were historically very much a topic of discussion at Pcmbine. 

It is ;tlso noteworthy in this regard that in four recent med/arb decisions 
Jnvolvlng the Marmette-Oconto Conference dlStrJctS, not one expanded !he 
comparable pool to districts OutsJde the athlertc conierence much less in 
Femhme 2 

With respect 10 costing of ihe parties’ pruposrls. ihe Board has submitted 
data ShwJng the salary and total insi increases assoctatled with both parlres 
final offers. The Association on the other hand has sl;bmitted no background 
informatIon regarding how it costed the proposals. 

l‘he Board has also presented comparable costmg data from standard vI’?.L;II 
forms wnjcn conram specdlc mstructlons as to tnelr cnmpleLmn rhe 
conslsrenl and systematic coiiecuon oi costing data by the WASB makes the 
information submitted by the Board in this matter much more accurate and 
rehabie than the evidence submitted by the AssoclatJon, which IS not based 
upon uniform reporting to the DPI. 

Regarding the interest and welfare of the public in this dispute. the record 
demonstrates that although the DJstrlct JS generally very comparable WJth 
the drstrlcls in the Conference, in terms of compensation Jt ranks in the top 
three. Under such circumstances the Association’s proposed increases are 
unreasonable, particuiariy since they run contrary to saiary trends in both 
the pubhc md private sectors. In this regard, the Board’s offer more 
reasonably balances the public interest with the employee interest. 

1ClratJons OUJJtted. 
2 l.~J~aUons omjlred 
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Prvvidlng Leachers with a salary Increase of 8 5% over the relevant rale of 
inflatiibn gives them real and substantial increases over the cost of living. 
This is particularly significant in a stagnant economic period, at best, where 
trends in wage increases indicate moderation rather than acceleration. 

In analyung ttre parUes fmal salary offers, a benchmark analysis IS 
becomlng nxreasmgly unreliable This is sn because oi the occurrence In 
recent vears oi agreements which have severed the .stricL relationship 
brLWc?ren teachers’ educaiion and experience and Lhelr placement on ihe 
.;alar; xhedulz 

If salary benchmarks are considered, the Board offer retains the Dinrict’s 
?nv1able position in this regard. Ilist)- percent of the sttif wi!l retain s3!ar;- 
ranklngs With their peers Jn comparble schml &rtrtct?, except tar 2 FTEs nn 
the f5.4 maximum. whxh WIJJ drop imm a rank rd I to 2: Wnlcn IS nardly a 
drop at atI. 

In addrtlon, the Board’s offer, while conceded& moderat& St111 leaves the 
District’s teachers well above average in terms of average salary. The 
teachers in the District have the lowest number of work days and the lowest 
number of hours worked per day, yet the Board’s offer for 1985-86 gives 
the average teacher Jn the District a salary whtch IS $857 greater than the 
average salary pald to teachers in settled districts in the Conference. In this 
regard arbirrai precedent has established that a proposal which is lower rhan 
the settled average can be justified yhen the empioyer is a wage leader dnd 
where the empioyer’s proposal leaves It in a reiatlveiy favorabie pvslrJon 3 
Lower paying dlstrlcts can justify larger salary increases due to their ven 
real need to bring compensation in line with other comparable districts. 
However. in this case there is no need for such an increase. 

On the teachtng assignment Issue. the Board’s proposal In no way increaser 
tne wnrkload oi secondary teacners and brings equality tn the system due 1.n 
the faci thai eiementarv teachers in ihe District are assigned one oreparation 
period per day. Furthermore, the Distrxl is the oniy one in ihe Cuderencr 
Which allilws J’or two preparation perlnds m a dav Ais0, only tWo i&her 
comparable districts require secondary teachers to teach fi-,-e classes. ,:I1 
other diStrJCts in the Cotierence ha*;e 3 teaching Mad of at !ext six c!as~: 
periods. Nthough the District has the lowest number of teachmg 
asslgnmenl:: In the Conference, it JS the third hlghed pay!ng dlstr!ct m !he 
ionference. Under such circumstances. the Hoard’s proposal snould oe 
deemed ialr and reasonabie. 

As Arbitrator Vernon has stated elsewhere, “Just as XbJtratOrS favor wage 
proposals which tend toward uniformity in salaries among comparable 
employers, final offers, a11 other things considered equal, which tend toward 
uniformity in hours and basic working conditions should be equally 
preferred” 4 

5 (~JtatJons nmirted 
4 CJtaUon omttred 
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On the comparability issue, the record does not provide a sufficient 
evidentiary basis. based upon either size. geography, or ability to pay, to 
support the exclusion of any of the settled Athletic Conference districts from 
the comparables whlcb should be utihzed in this proceeding. However, 
application of the same comparabklrty crnerla alsn supports utllzatlon 01 
Niagara as an apptoprtare comparable, and. d IL had been settled. Wausaukee 
mignt have been utilized as weii. 

Lnce eight comparable dlstrlcts In the area irre settled for 1%5-86 and 
1386-87. a number which the undersigned deems to be sufficient for a 
relallvely re!iable conparability anap;sis. for reasons ahich the undersigned 
has repeatedly expressed in other awards, there IS no need to analyze 
romparabll~ty data from across the state 

On the salarv issue. two iechniques wiil be utiiized LO compare the parties 
lanai offers to comparable settlements. Whlie both are somewhat imperfrcl 
Instruments, it IS hoped that by utilizing both approaches, the undersigned 
will be able to dram some conclusions based upon a relatively reliable 
comparability analysis. 

.Uthough the underslgned concedes that evtdence pertaining to the value ol’ 
average salary increases in comparable districts is not reliable, based upon 
the avaiiable record evidence it would appear that the Districr’s 1985-86 
sdlary proposai is about S160 below the comparable average while the 
Association’s proposai 1s about $180 above the comparable average. ‘#hen 
:‘%36-87 offers are compared, the District’s proposal appears to be about 
$135 below the comparable average, while the Association’s proposal 
appears to be $60, or perhaps somewhat less, above the comparable average 

.9 benchmark analysJs oi salary scheaule mmimums and maxlmums wnere 
the correiariun between vears oi experience and piacement on rhe scheuuie 
iemaius reiativeiv UlLdct. uldicales the foilown@. 

BA B~sn 
!34-5; 85-56 

ihiparable average 
G-49 14548 

District 
J361(7 Bl4800 

A15000 

:lKIYQS& 
S yo 

1098 s1 

1020 74 
1220 89 

+!- Average 
-65 B46 -78 -.7 

A+154 l i22 l 8 

Rank a.mong 9 
5 B5 

A5 

86-S: Increase 
s f 

16009 1030 73 

159Ull IlllO 74 
16003 10fq 6 7 

-109 +50 -5 
-6 47 -1.2 

4 
6 

I 





Vhat the above data indmates IS that in overall terms, both parties’ saiary 
proposals for 1985-86 are at the high and low ends of the comparabie 
settlement spectrum (in terms of the value of the increases which have been 
granted). and that for that year the District’s proposal is slightly c!oser to the 
comparable average than is the Association’s For 1986-87 it would appear 
that the Assocratron’s proposal IS substantmhy more In bne with the average 
serlemenr than IS the Dtstncts proposal 

Fhen benchmarks are analyzed. it would appear that at the DA base. the 
Drstnct’s propfjsal is more in hne with comparable settlements for ; 385-86, 
while the Association’s proposal is more comparable than the District’s in 
1986-87. Al the BA Maximum. for both 1985-86 and 1986-8?, although 
there appears to be tustificatron for a moderate Increase in the contest of 
Comparable Settlements hased upon the DlstrKI s relatpe ranklng at thl!: 
benchmark, tnere does not appear to oe pstiimtmn for the IMrJcts 
proposed increase. which is substantiallv out oi iine with the settlement 
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p a u e r n . ihus.  a l  th iv  b e n c h m a r k . th e  Assoc ia r ion  s p roposa l  c lear ly  appea r s  
to  b e  th e  m o r e  c o m p a r u d b l e  o f th e  two. A t th e  M A  B a s e , fo r  1 9 8 5 - 8 6  th e  
DJstrJct’s p roposa l  is m o r e  compa rab l e  th a n  th e  AssocJa t ion’s. wh i le  fo r  1 9 %  
8 7 . th e  Assoc ia t ion’s m o r e  m o d e r a te  p roposa l  appea r s  to  b e  m o r e  
compa rab l e  a n d  just i f iable th a n  th e  District’s, par t icu lar ly  in  v iew o f th e  
DJstrJct’c rank ing  n m c n g  co rnpa rab les  a t th is  b e n c h m a r k . .4 t th e  M .4  
M a x r m u m . fo r  i9xMI;  th e  IIJstrJct s  p roposa l  IS  a g a J n  m o r e  compa rab l e  th a n  
th e  .% ssoc~a trons, w tu le  lor  IijY 6 - I% 7  th e  AssocJa tJon  s p r o p o s e d  Inc rease  IS  
d a a J n  m o r e  cumpa rab i e  th a n  th e  Districts. iastiv. a l  th e  S c h e d u i e  i v~ax lmum. 
T lw i 9 S .? -%  th e  Asscc~a l JoJ~‘S  p r o p o s e d  u lc rease  I!: m o r e  compa rab i e  th a u  
th e  Distracts , W h J l e  Jn  1 9 8 6 1 - 8 7 , th e  DJstrJct’s p roposa l  IS  m o r e  Jn  i Jne  W Jth 
th e  co rnpa rab les  th a n  th e  Assoc ia t ion’s. 

in  s u m , al l  o f th e  fo rego ing  ind icates th a t ne i ther  par ty’s sa lary  p roposa l  is 
S u b s ta n tJal ly m o r e  compa rab l e  th a n  th e  o the r’s In  fact, tf C O m p a fabJlJty 
we re  th e  p r ime  d e te rm inan t o i  th e  o u tcome o f th e  sa lary  dJspu te , Jn  th e  
unde rs i gned’s op in i on  th e  d ispu te  wou id  b e  very  diff icult to  dec ide .  if 
Sa ia ry  we re  th e  on ly  i ssue in  d ispute,  in  v iew o f th e  o u tcome o f th e  fo rego ing  
analysJs,  th e  unde rs i gned  p robab l y  wou ld  fin d  th e  Distnct’s sa lary  p roposa l  
to  b e  sl ight ly m o r e  accep tab le  th a n  th e  Assoc ia t ion’s s ince  ne i ther  p rooposa l  
is s igni f icant ly m o r e  compa rab l e  th a n  th e  o ther .  a n d  s ince  th e  District’s 
p roposa l  is m o r e  in  l ine  wi th o the r  n o n  teach ing  pub l i c  a n d  pr ivate sector  
set t lements a n d  a lso,  s ince  It wou l d  p rov ide  th e  teache rs  wJth m e a n J n g tu 1  
ga ins  Jn  reaI  J n c o m e  Jn  th e  con text o f cur rent  re levant  Jn i la tJonary  d a ta  

Howeve r . Ga ry  is n o t th e  on ly  i ssue in  d ispute.  a n d  in  v iew u f th e  n a tu re  o f 
th e  second  dJspu te d  Issue, name l y  th e  ass tgnmen t o f a  supeJ-vJsory  pe r Jod  III 
l ieu  o f a  p rep  per iod ,  in  th e  unde rs i gned’s op in i on  b o th  issues m u s t b e  
ana l vzed  to g e the r  in  o rde r  to  ach ieve  a  relatf i :eiy e q u J tab le  resul t  here in .  

U n  th e  a s ? J g n m e n t Jssue  th e  record  JndJcates  th a t cnmparabJ lJ ty  c lear ly  
suppo r ts l!Ie  r easonab leness  o f th e  D J S trJCt’S  p r O p o S i U  m  th a t on ly  o n e  O ttJer 
compa rab l e  district, N iagra .  a ffo rds  i ts - reachers two p rep  per iods.  wh i ie  tn e  
rest o f rhr  District’s compa rab ies  p rov ide  the i r  reachers  W Jth o n &  o n e  p rep  
per iod  T h e  p rob l em  th a t th e  unde rs i gned  sees  wJth th e  remova l  o f th e  p rep  
pe r i od  a t th is  tim e  is th a t th e  second  p rep  pe r i od  d o e s  const i tute a  
substant ia l  a n d  m e a n i n g fu l  b e n e fit wh ich  th e  teache rs  h a v e  ach ieved  
th r o u g h  n e g o tia tions , a n d  accord ing ly ,  its loss, th o u g h  pe rhaps  just i f iable 
b a s e d  u p o n  compa rabd l ty, shou ld  e n tltle  th e  teache rs  to  a  m e a n i n g fu l  q u J d  
p ro  q u o , a n d  b a s e d  u p o n  th e  DJstrict’s fina l  o ffer, n o  sucn  q u J d  p ro  q u o  has  
b e e n  o ffe red . In  fact. th e  District’s sa lary  p roposa i ,  th o u g h  pe rhaps  just i f ied 
b a s e d  u p o n  th e  cons idera t ions  d iscussed  a b o v e , is substant ia l ly  be l ow  th e  
compa rab l e  ave rage  in  severa l  cri t ical a reas,  a n d  u n d e r  such  c i rcumstances,  
it c a n n o t b e  persuas ive ly  a r g u e d  th a t a  fa i r  e x c h a n g e  has  b e e n  o ffe red  fo r  
th e  loss o f th e  second  p rep  pe r i od  wh ich  th e  District p roposes .  If th e  District 
we re  io  preva i l  o n  th is  a s u e . it s e e m s  to  th e  unde rs i gned  th a t th e  District 
shou ld  b e  o ffe r ing  a t least  a n  a b o v e  ave rage , b u t n o n e the less  compa rab l e  
sa lary  p roposa l ,  a n d  th a t c lear ly  is n o t th e  case  here in .  

Therefore ,  b a s e d  u p o n  till o f th e  fo r e g o m g  C o n S i d e r a tJonS,  a l t hough  
JndJvJdua l l y  cons idered .  th e  DJstrict’s p roposa ls  o n  sa laJ-y  a n d  ass i gnmen ts 
a p p e a r  to  b e  mer i tor ious,  w h e n  they  a re  cons ide red  to g e ther ,  th e  mer i t  o f 
th e  District’s p roposa l  fal ters, s ince  its be low ave rage  sa lary  p roposa l  d o e s n ’t 
const i tute a  fa i r  qu i d  p ro  q u o  fo r  th e  loss o f th e  p rep  tim e  b e n e fit wh ich  it 
p roposes .  .GzcordJng ly .  S J n c e  th e  AssocJa tJon’s sa lary  p roposa l  IS  n o t 
SJgn l f icanrJy less compa rab l e  th a n  th e  D a trict’s--Jn iacr, Jn  s o m e  rega rds  Jt 



appears to be somewhat more comparable-- the undersigned deems it to be 
the more reasonable r~f the two final offers al issue herem. 

.&xord~ngiv. the undersIgned hereby renders the foiiiiujing. 

X?BITRATION :,WARD 

The .Wnc!atlon’s final offer shall be incorporate4 mto the partIes’ 1”85- 
IW7 cnllective hargarnrng agreement 

&ted this 2.5 tic, day oi ijovemoer. 1986 a~ Madison. ‘Viisconsm. 

Byron Taffe 
Arbitrator 



April 21, 1986 

FINAL OFFER OF THE PEMBINE EDUCATION ASSOCIATIONAPR 23 1986 
for the 

1985-87 COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGP.EEMENWISCC:U'-~~~ EMPLOYMENT 
RELATIU~~S CGMMIS~ION 

All language shall remain the same as in the previous agreement, 
except the stipulations of the parties and as follows: 

Article XXX11 - Change dates in Paragraph $1 as follows: 

1984 to 1985 and 1985 to 1987. 

Aunendix A - Wace Rate Schedule - See attached. 
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jJP?.&.iEX 5 FEB 27 1986 

WISCONSIN i,MPLOYhIENT 
RELATIONS COMMISSION 

FINAL OFFER 

OF THE 

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF BEECHER-DUNBAR-PEMBINE 

~cbruary 25, 19% 

This offer of the School District of Beecher-Dunbar-Pemblne shall 

include the previous aqreement with the Pemblne Education Assoch1- 

tlo", the tentative aqreements between the partIes and any attached 

modlflcatlons. 

This offer shall be effective as of the first day of thG fall term, 

1985, and shall continue and reman in full force and effect as 

blndlnq on the partws until the first day of the fall term, 1987. 

For the School Ct of Beecher-Dunbar-Pe.~Ine 
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-- . TA. ,'ATIVE AG?EL%NTS 

1. Add "Business Club" to Appendix B. Differential will be the 
'same as paid for the I.E. Club. Job description to be worked 

out by the Administrator and Club Sponsor. 

2. Increase all extracurricular rates by 6% each year (85-86 
6 86-87) 

3. Article XXV (A) Delete “game days" 
Delete last sentence 

4. Article XXVIII (A) Change to read "Notices of teacher 
vacancres ~111 be posted on the faculty bulletin board 
for two weeks. During the summer recess copies of notices 
will be sent to all teachers." 

/l &” n , /- _ School Board 

Date Date 


